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Continuation of Substance of Interview including description of the general nature of what was agreed to if an 
agreement was reached, or any other comments: Applicant pointed out distinctions between the current claims and 
the applied prior art, specifically Schmisseur. The applicant argued that the claims require the auxiliary device hiding 
functions which the host is not arranged to handle during a second enumeration, whereas Schmisseur teaches 
concealing functions during a second enumeration, however Schmissuer does not teach the concealing is based upon 
that the main device is arranged to handle. The Examiner agreed to reconsider the claim rejections upon the filing of a 
formal reply. 



